
Reforming	
  Vermont’s	
  	
  
Special	
  Educa7on	
  Funding	
  Policy	
  

 Presenta7on	
  to	
  the	
  Vermont	
  State	
  Board	
  of	
  Educa7on	
  
March	
  27,	
  2014	
  

	
  
Tammy	
  Kolbe,	
  University	
  of	
  Vermont	
  



Overview	
  
•  Framework	
  for	
  understanding	
  special	
  educa7on	
  costs	
  

•  Core	
  principles	
  for	
  reform	
  

•  Review	
  of	
  exis7ng	
  funding	
  approaches	
  

•  Special	
  educa7on	
  funding	
  in	
  Vermont	
  

•  Key	
  considera7ons	
  for	
  moving	
  forward	
  with	
  reform	
  



Special	
  Educa7on	
  Costs	
  

• The	
  number	
  of	
  
students	
  who	
  are	
  
iden7fied	
  for	
  
special	
  educa7on	
  &	
  
related	
  services	
  

Iden7fica7on	
  

• Students	
  with	
  
disabili7es	
  are	
  
classified	
  according	
  
to	
  13	
  federally-­‐
defined	
  disability	
  
categories	
  

Classifica7on	
  
• Individualized	
  
Educa7on	
  Program	
  
includes	
  a	
  plan	
  for	
  
supports	
  and	
  services	
  
a	
  student	
  might	
  
receive	
  

Placement	
  &	
  
Services	
  

• Funds	
  expended	
  for	
  
FAPE	
  for	
  students	
  
with	
  disabili7es	
  in	
  
the	
  least	
  restric7ve	
  
environment.	
  	
  

Costs	
  



Core	
  Principles	
  for	
  Reform	
  

1.  Appropriate	
  &	
  Adequate	
  

2.  Policy-­‐Funding	
  Alignment	
  

3.  Simplicity	
  &	
  Transparency	
  

4.  Predictability	
  



Appropriate	
  &	
  Adequate	
  
-­‐  Goals:	
  	
  
•  Sufficient	
  resources	
  in	
  the	
  system	
  to	
  ensure	
  students	
  with	
  

disabili7es	
  receive	
  appropriate	
  services	
  and	
  supports,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  
access	
  to	
  general	
  educa1on	
  curricula	
  and	
  opportuni7es	
  to	
  
learn,	
  at	
  the	
  least	
  possible	
  costs	
  

– Design	
  Considera7ons:	
  	
  
•  Incen7ves	
  &	
  disincen7ves	
  for	
  student	
  iden1fica1on	
  &	
  

classifica1on	
  
•  Impact	
  on	
  decisions	
  regarding	
  educa7onal	
  services	
  and	
  

supports	
  –	
  par7cularly,	
  with	
  regard	
  to	
  staffing	
  and	
  placement	
  
(inclusion/exclusion)	
  	
  



Policy-­‐Funding	
  Alignment	
  

-­‐  Goals:	
  
•  Funding	
  mechanism	
  should	
  be	
  aligned	
  with	
  Vermont’s	
  Mul7-­‐
7ered	
  System	
  of	
  Supports	
  (MTSS)	
  and	
  Educa7onal	
  Support	
  
System	
  (ESS)	
  policy	
  frameworks	
  

-­‐  Design	
  Considera7ons:	
  	
  
•  Incent	
  educa7onal	
  prac7ces	
  that	
  are	
  aligned	
  with	
  current	
  policy	
  

priori7es	
  for	
  serving	
  all	
  children	
  who	
  require	
  addi7onal	
  
assistance	
  to	
  succeed	
  in	
  the	
  general	
  educa7on	
  environment	
  

•  Remove	
  financial	
  penal7es	
  that	
  discourage	
  or	
  interfere	
  with	
  
innova7on	
  in	
  service	
  delivery	
  



Simplicity	
  &	
  Transparency	
  

-­‐  Goals:	
  
•  Mechanism	
  should	
  be	
  straigh<orward	
  and	
  transparent	
  in	
  its	
  

approach	
  to	
  distribu7ng	
  funds	
  

-­‐  Design	
  Considera7ons:	
  	
  
•  Minimizes	
  State	
  and	
  local	
  administra1ve	
  costs	
  
•  Eliminates	
  spending	
  incen1ves	
  and	
  “gamesmanship”	
  on	
  the	
  
part	
  of	
  State	
  and	
  local	
  educa7on	
  agencies	
  



Predictability	
  

-­‐  Goals:	
  
•  Effec7ve	
  and	
  efficient	
  resource	
  alloca7on	
  decisions	
  on	
  the	
  part	
  

of	
  state	
  and	
  local	
  policymakers	
  and	
  prac77oners	
  require	
  a	
  
stable	
  and	
  predictable	
  approach	
  to	
  educa7on	
  funding	
  

– Design	
  Considera7ons:	
  	
  
•  State	
  and	
  local	
  policymakers	
  should	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  reliably	
  predict	
  

annual	
  special	
  educa1on	
  costs	
  and	
  revenues	
  
•  Annual	
  carry	
  over	
  in	
  special	
  educa7on	
  funding	
  liabili7es	
  should	
  

be	
  minimized	
  or	
  eliminated	
  



Exis7ng	
  Special	
  Educa7on	
  Funding	
  
Strategies	
  

Capita7on	
   Prospec7ve	
  

Embedded	
   Combina7on	
  

Extraordinary	
  Cost	
  
Reimbursement	
  



Capita7on	
  
•  Amount	
  of	
  special	
  educa7on	
  funding	
  a	
  district	
  receives	
  is	
  

based	
  on	
  number	
  of	
  non-­‐disabled	
  students	
  within	
  a	
  school	
  
district	
  (e.g.,	
  ADM/ADA)	
  
–  Lump	
  sum	
  is	
  not	
  based	
  on	
  varia7on	
  between	
  individual	
  school	
  districts	
  

•  Pros:	
  
–  Simple/transparent	
  
–  Aligned	
  with	
  policy	
  priori7es	
  
–  Predictable	
  

•  Cons:	
  
–  Possible	
  incen7ves	
  for	
  districts	
  to	
  limit	
  services	
  
–  Poten7al	
  cost	
  liability	
  for	
  districts	
  	
  



Prospec7ve	
  
•  Districts	
  charge	
  state	
  a	
  fee-­‐for-­‐service	
  based	
  on	
  students	
  with	
  

disabili7es	
  
–  State	
  funds	
  are	
  allocated	
  or	
  reimbursed	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  students	
  with	
  disabili7es,	
  

disability	
  type,	
  or	
  cost	
  of	
  service	
  for	
  students	
  with	
  disabili7es	
  
–  Examples:	
  	
  

•  Single	
  and	
  mul7ple	
  student-­‐level	
  weights	
  
•  Reimbursement	
  based	
  on	
  teachers	
  or	
  classrooms	
  that	
  serve	
  special	
  educa7on	
  students	
  
•  Reimbursement	
  for	
  %	
  of	
  allowable	
  expenditures	
  	
  

	
  

•  Pros:	
  
–  Discourages	
  service	
  limita7ons	
  
–  Protects	
  districts	
  against	
  significant	
  cost	
  liabili7es	
  

•  Cons:	
  
–  Lacks	
  simplicity/transparency	
  
–  Poten7ally	
  misaligned	
  with	
  policy	
  priori7es	
  
–  Unpredictable	
  



Embedded	
  
•  No	
  specific	
  special	
  educa7on	
  funding	
  alloca7on	
  

–  State	
  funding	
  for	
  special	
  educa7on	
  is	
  incorporated	
  into	
  the	
  overall	
  
school	
  funding	
  formula	
  

•  Pros:	
  
–  Poten7al	
  alignment	
  with	
  policy	
  priori7es	
  
–  Predictable	
  
	
  

•  Cons:	
  
–  Possible	
  incen7ves	
  for	
  districts	
  to	
  limit	
  services	
  
–  Poten7al	
  cost	
  liability	
  for	
  districts	
  	
  
–  Breaks	
  link	
  between	
  special	
  educa7on	
  services	
  and	
  supports,	
  and	
  funding	
  



Extraordinary	
  Cost	
  Reimbursement	
  
•  Differen7ates	
  cost	
  liability	
  between	
  the	
  most	
  and	
  least	
  

expensive	
  students	
  
–  Districts	
  receive	
  addi7onal	
  funds	
  from	
  the	
  state	
  to	
  cover	
  per	
  student	
  

costs,	
  over	
  and	
  above	
  some	
  normed	
  standard	
  

•  Pros:	
  
–  Discourages	
  service	
  limita7ons	
  
–  Protects	
  districts	
  against	
  significant	
  cost	
  liabili7es	
  

•  Cons:	
  
–  Unpredictable	
  
–  Disincen7ves	
  for	
  cost	
  containment	
  



Combina7on	
  
•  Aspects	
  of	
  capitated	
  and	
  prospec7ve	
  systems	
  are	
  combined	
  

–  Characterizes	
  Vermont’s	
  funding	
  approach	
  

•  Pros	
  &	
  Cons	
  
–  Depend	
  on	
  the	
  mix	
  of	
  funding	
  approaches	
  included	
  in	
  formula	
  

	
  



Funding	
  Special	
  Educa7on	
  in	
  Vermont	
  

•  State	
  
–  Reimbursement	
  model,	
  with	
  extraordinary	
  cost	
  provisions	
  

•  State	
  block	
  grant	
  linked	
  to	
  schools’	
  ADM,	
  and	
  calculated	
  using	
  
average	
  special	
  educa7on	
  teacher	
  salaries;	
  state	
  pays	
  60%	
  of	
  total	
  

•  Extraordinary	
  costs	
  (90%	
  for	
  an	
  individual	
  student	
  in	
  excess	
  of	
  
$50k)	
  

•  Federal	
  	
  
–  IDEA	
  Part	
  B	
  (School-­‐aged	
  children)	
  

•  Local	
  
–  Remainder	
  (aker	
  state	
  and	
  federal	
  contribu7ons)	
  



Cri7ques	
  of	
  Exis7ng	
  System	
  

•  Voices	
  from	
  the	
  field:	
  	
  
– Administra7vely	
  costly	
  
– Funding	
  is	
  misaligned	
  with	
  policy	
  priori7es,	
  
par7cularly	
  MTSS/RTI	
  

– Misplaced	
  incen7ves	
  for	
  student	
  iden7fica7on,	
  
categoriza7on	
  and	
  placement	
  

– Discourages	
  cost	
  containment	
  
– Unpredictable	
  and	
  lacks	
  transparency	
  



Moving	
  Forward	
  -­‐	
  Key	
  Ques7ons	
  
•  Priori7za7on	
  Among	
  Key	
  Reform	
  Goals	
  

–  Service	
  delivery	
  
–  Policy	
  alignment	
  
–  Cost	
  containment	
  
–  Predictability	
  

•  Developing	
  a	
  bemer	
  understanding	
  of	
  the	
  problems	
  located	
  in	
  the	
  current	
  system	
  	
  
–  Placement/Staffing	
  
–  Administra7ve	
  costs/burden	
  
–  Predictability	
  
–  Funding	
  categoriza7on/efficiency	
  
–  Governance	
  

	
  



Contact	
  Informa7on	
  

•  Tammy	
  Kolbe,	
  College	
  of	
  Educa7on	
  &	
  Social	
  
Services,	
  University	
  of	
  Vermont	
  

– Email:	
  tkolbe@uvm.edu	
  
– Phone:	
  802.656.0174	
  


